''The findings reported in this paper leave little doubt about the fact that racial and ethnic minority groups which have a long history of economic hardships in this nation continue to experience significant disadvantages in the labor market. . . . America is still a very long way from the ideal of a colorblind society.' ' -Snipp and Hirschman (2005:114) As Massey (2007:37) states: ''No cleavage looms larger in U.S. history than the chasm of race.'' In the case of Asian Americans, a long period of institutionalized discrimination severely impinged on their opportunities after they arrived in appreciable numbers to the United States during the nineteenth century (Kitano and Daniels 1998; Sakamoto and Kim 2003) . From the vantage point of the twenty-first century when the president is a racial minority, has this historic legacy of discrimination been shed? Have Asian Americans reached parity a University of Kansas b University of Texas at Austin with whites in terms of labor market outcomes? Or are Asian Americans still ''a very long way from the ideal of a colorblind society ''? If parity between Asian Americans and whites has been achieved, this equality would constitute a historic shift that merits wide recognition. While the current African American president illustrates how extraordinary nonwhite individuals can often overcome racism in American society, are Asian Americans as a group free from significant racial discrimination in the contemporary labor market? In other words, do Asian Americans stand out as the first non-white minority category to have obtained substantive equality with the racial majority in regard to labor market rewards? This question has significant implications for theories of racial and ethnic relations, but the investigation of Asian American earnings has not received adequate attention.
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The Racialized Hierarchy View and the Model Minority Myth
Asian Americans are generally considered a non-white racial category consisting of phenotypes that are usually seen as being identifiable relative to whites (Xie and Goyette 2004) . Having a non-white phenotype relates to theoretical discussions that we refer to as the racialized hierarchy view. This view generally contends that non-whites are substantially disadvantaged due to systematic prejudice and discrimination (Feagin and Vera 1995) . Racism continues to be a dominant feature of modern society and ''a hierarchical racial order continues to shape all aspects of American life '' (Bonilla-Silva and Glover 2004:167) .
As Saenz and Morales (2005) discuss, whites gain socioeconomic advantages due to structural arrangements that provide them greater opportunities in terms of higher status residential neighborhoods, better schooling, enhanced college admissions, favored job interviews, improved career opportunities, and higher labor market rewards. By contrast, non-whites are incorporated into subordinate positions in the racialized stratification system. As Feagin and Vera (1995:7) state, ''white racism can be viewed as the socially organized set of attitudes, ideas, and practices that deny African Americans and other people of color the dignity, opportunities, freedoms, and rewards that this nation offers white Americans.'' Although Asian Americans fall under the rubric of ''people of color,'' they are largely omitted from any substantial consideration in this literature. Partly for this reason, an independent strand of research known as the ''model minority myth'' (MMM) has arisen that applies the racialized hierarchy view to Asian Americans. Both approaches emphasize systematic discrimination against non-white minorities (Sakamoto, Goyette, and Kim 2009) . Studies associated with the MMM critique the model minority image that depicts Asian Americans as highly motivated and economically successful in a labor market that is assumed to be ''devoid of racism'' (Zhou and Lee 2004:18) . The MMM approach argues that the model minority image has been exaggerated to overemphasize meritocracy in U.S. society and to argue against welfare and affirmative action programs (Min 1995) .
A key contention of the MMM view is that the labor market continues to discriminate against Asian Americans. Hirschman and Wong's (1984:584) seminal study concludes that ''Asian Americans approach socioeconomic parity with whites because of their overachievement in educational attainment.'' They report that Asian Americans' average earnings and occupational attainments do not differ very much from those of whites. However, because Asian Americans tend to have higher educational attainment, the labor market can be construed to be discriminating against Asian Americans, in that they must make a higher investment in human capital (i.e., obtain more schooling) to receive the same socioeconomic rewards as whites. As Hirschman and Snipp (2001:633) note, ''without this educational 'boost,' their [Asian American] economic situations would be similar to the level of blacks, American Indians, and Hispanics.' ' The MMM perspective is consistent with the racialized hierarchy view in that both emphasize endemic discrimination against minorities in the labor market. Both perspectives ''challenge conventional theories about the declining role of ascribed factors in the American stratification system'' (Hirschman and Snipp 2001:634) . Snipp and Hirschman (2005) reiterate this argument, and other researchers have reached similar conclusions (e.g., Barringer, Takeuchi, and Xenos 1990; Min 1995; Zhou and Kamo 1994) .
The Demographic Heterogeneity Approach
An alternative view-the demographic heterogeneity approach-is illustrated by Ko and Clogg (1989) , Sakamoto, Wu, and Tzeng (2000) , Sakamoto and Kim (2003) , Xie and Goyette (2004) , and Zeng and Xie (2004) . This research generally contends that, after taking into account heterogeneity in class resources and associated demographic characteristics, Asian Americans do not encounter a substantial net racial penalty in the contemporary labor market. This literature contrasts with the racialized hierarchy view and argues that the heterogeneous category of Asian Americans needs to be disaggregated because of variability in class-related resources (e.g., education) that affect labor market competitiveness. Different groups of Asian Americans are presumed to vary in these resources due to variation in immigration patterns, nativity, generational status, and socioeconomic background.
According to the demographic heterogeneity approach, Hirschman and Wong's (1984) analysis reaches inaccurate conclusions due to their failure to control for the quality of educational attainment. Whereas the vast majority of whites are native born and schooled in the United States ), most Asian Americans are foreign born (Xie and Goyette 2003) . Prior studies find that educational degrees obtained from foreign countries are heavily devalued in the U.S. labor market (Bratsberg and Ragan 2002) . The demographic heterogeneity approach contends that what Hirschman and Wong characterize as a racial penalty actually derives from an omitted variable bias reflecting the effect of ''place of education'' (Zeng and Xie 2004:1082) .
As Zeng and Xie (2004) discuss, foreign colleges may actually be of lower average quality than U.S. colleges in terms of the institutional resources that are invested per student. Furthermore, ''with certain majors, such as law, the training and knowledge conferred at schools in sending countries may not be easily transferable to the U.S. job market'' (Zeng and Xie 2004:1081) . Part of the return to educational credentials may derive from a school's prestige, and ''higher education attained abroad may be undervalued by American employers who are generally unfamiliar with foreign universities'' (Zeng and Xie 2004:1081) .
In addition to having a different place of education, immigrants may be disadvantaged in other ways. Immigrants may face reduced labor market opportunities if they lack fluent English-language skills, which may be particularly problematic among immigrants who came to the United States after adolescence (Espenshade and Fu 1997) . Recent immigrants are usually less familiar with U.S. labor market practices and institutions; this problem may be further obfuscated by cultural differences and limited social networks (Min 1995) . On the other hand, bilingualism does not appear to represent a systematic net advantage for Asian Americans in the labor force (Shin and Alba 2009 ).
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The demographic heterogeneity approach avoids misleading conclusions that may be obtained from lumping together all generations of Asian Americans when investigating their socioeconomic attainments ). McCall (2001 , however, claims that native-born Asian Americans' wages are as penalized as those of foreign-born Asian American immigrants, but her analysis does not adequately differentiate by nativity. Even when disaggregating by ethnicity, failure to disaggregate (for example) native-born Chinese Americans from Chinese immigrants (who completed their schooling in China) when calculating a ''Chinese effect'' (Snipp and Hirschman 2005:112) does not account for differentials associated with place of education.
Assimilation Theory
Although the demographic heterogeneity approach focuses on variability in classrelated characteristics, it seems to be consistent with traditional assimilation theory (Alba and Nee 1997) . With greater experience in the United States, immigrants increase their knowledge, skills, and capacities in ways that are congruent with higher socioeconomic attainment. Traditional assimilation theory predicts that immigrants' socioeconomic attainment will tend to increase with greater levels of assimilation and time spent in the United States (Zhou 1997) .
One point of difference, however, is that the demographic heterogeneity approach focuses on attainments of the first generation and their offspring, whereas traditional assimilation theory emphasizes change across successive generations. The first, second, and third and higher generations of a minority group should be increasingly more assimilated, more highly educated, more compatible in terms of the skills and abilities of majority workers, and more competitive in the labor market. This perspective posits an eventual convergence with the majority group's characteristics as the endpoint of the assimilation process.
Although not highly codified, a related strand of research considers segmented assimilation theory, including studies of immigrant optimism (Kao and Tienda 1995) . This literature suggests that the second generation may have high socioeconomic attainments due to greater selectivity, effort, ambition, and motivation. Second-generation children are frequently reminded of the sacrifices their parents made to come to America, often for the purpose of obtaining better socioeconomic opportunities . Immigrant parents who lack U.S. educational credentials may find their own labor market prospects constrained, which may motivate them to push their children into becoming high achievers (Goyette and Xie 1999) .
In addition, selective retention of traditional values and customs (thus ''segmented'' assimilation) may serve as resources for the second generation's upward mobility or improved socioeconomic attainments. As Zhou (1997:994) states, ''Asian subgroups . . . selectively unpack from their cultural baggage those traits suitable to the new environment, such as two parent families, a strong work ethic, delayed gratification, and thrift.' ' Zhou (1997:988) argues that by maintaining some traditional values and norms, Asian American children may be better equipped to counteract the ''oppositional culture'' and ''poverty, poor schools, violence, drugs, and a generally disruptive social environment'' in the inner city. The segmented assimilation perspective suggests that incomplete integration into American society may actually improve Asian Americans' socioeconomic attainment.
One aspect of segmented assimilation is the high educational attainment of secondgeneration Asian American children. Xie and Goyette (2004) report that 53 percent of recent cohorts of native-born Asian Americans complete college, compared with 30 percent among whites. This Asian American advantage in education may be partly facilitated by traditional Asian values and norms regarding family cohesiveness, parental control of children, and children's sense of filial piety toward accommodating their parents' wishes ). While Asian immigration selectivity toward persons who are more highly educated certainly plays an important role, every study to date on this issue finds that social class factors alone cannot fully account for Asian Americans' higher educational attainments ).
ASIAN AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AND THE LABOR MARKET
Consistent with their historical profile (Hirschman and Wong 1986) , Asian Americans in the contemporary United States continue to overachieve in regard to educational attainment. Asian Americans (when schooled in the United States) tend to obtain higher standardized test scores, earn better grades, and complete more advanced courses than do other students (Fejgin 1995) . Asian Americans are less likely to repeat grades, more likely to enroll in first-tier universities, and more likely to receive bachelor's and postgraduate degrees ). Asian Americans are also much more likely to major in science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM), while they are less likely to pursue lower-paying pre-professional fields like education, journalism, public health, and social work (Xie and Goyette 2003) .
During the past few decades, concomitant with the growth of the Asian American population and the movement of post-1965 secondgeneration Asian Americans into the labor force, the importance of education in the labor market has increased. Kim and Sakamoto (2008) report a 47 percent relative increase in the explanatory power of basic educational levels in predicting the level of wage inequality over this period. Other studies indicate increases in economic returns to college attainment (Becker and Murphy 2007) , and Lemieux (2006) argues that high wages are increasingly associated with postsecondary education.
Among college-educated workers, field of study is an important factor differentiating labor market outcomes (Davies and Guppy 1997; Rumberger and Thomas 1993; Song and Glick 2004) . Studies find that graduates with degrees in STEM and business tend to have substantially higher wages, earnings, and occupational attainment than do graduates with degrees in the social sciences, humanities, or fine arts. Sizable earnings differentials by field of study persist after controlling for measures of general mental ability (Arcidiacono 2004) .
Information on college prestige is not widely available in datasets, but several studies find that individuals from more selective colleges tend to have better labor market outcomes (Brewer, Eide, and Ehrenberg 1999; Loury and Garman 1995; Rumberger and Thomas 1993) . Comparing data on the 1972 cohort of college graduates with a cohort from the 1980s, Brewer and colleagues (1999) contend that the socioeconomic return to graduating from an elite private college has increased. Because college prestige and field of study increase one's competitiveness in the labor market, controlling for them would result in a more unbiased estimate of the net effect of other variables that are correlated with majoring in STEM and graduating from a first-tier university. Asian Americans are more likely to have these characteristics, so taking them into account statistically would provide a better assessment of the net effect of being Asian American per se. Black and colleagues (2006) , in another important study for our analysis, demonstrate the significance of field of study when investigating racial and ethnic differences in earnings among college-educated workers. Applying nonparametric matching methods to control for field of study and using data 
RESEARCH METHODS
Our primary research objective is to assess whether Asian American men have reached parity with respect to white men in terms of earnings determination in the contemporary labor market. Although we frame our analysis in terms of the theoretical views discussed earlier, our concern is not to expand on them per se, but to utilize them as an analytic edifice with which to organize our investigation of Asian American earnings. Rather than ignoring Asian Americans as if they were an esoteric topic, our study considers them in the context of mainstream debates in the field of racial and ethnic relations. We investigate empirical results that are pertinent to the racialized hierarchy view and the MMM literature because findings that indicate a systematic and significant net minority disadvantage (i.e., after controlling for human capital indicators, credentials, and pre-labor market characteristics) would imply the continuation of racial and ethnic discrimination, as both of these theoretical approaches emphasize ). Whereas prior studies control for years of schooling (Hirschman and Wong 1984) or highest education level (Sakamoto et al. 2000) , our investigation considers field of study and college prestige to assess whether Asian Americans may be under-rewarded relative to their high level of attainment. Our study thus extends Hirschman and Wong's (1984) over-education approach.
At the same time, our study also builds on the demographic heterogeneity view by investigating additional measures of educational attainment. Field of study and college prestige are important aspects of the quality of education, as is Zeng and Xie's (2004) emphasis on place of education. Because these indicators are all correlated with being Asian American, each factor must be taken into account in the statistical analysis to obtain a more accurate estimate of the net effect of being Asian American.
We extend Zeng and Xie's (2004) disaggregation strategy by investigating several different groups of Asian Americans according to their immigration status in relation to the U.S. educational system and their competitiveness in the U.S. labor market. Consistent with Zeng and Xie, we separately identify first-generation immigrants who came to the United States as mature adults and completed all of their schooling overseas. We identify native-born Asian Americans as a separate group because they are typically reared and schooled entirely in the United States. Zeng and Xie identify individuals who are foreign born but completed their highest schooling in the United States, but we go beyond that grouping by distinguishing between (1) the 1.5 generation (i.e., Asian Americans who immigrated at a young age and completed high school in the United States) and (2) the 1.25 generation, which includes Asian Americans who completed high school overseas (i.e., usually in Asia) but who immigrated to the United States sometime after high school and obtained a bachelor's or graduate degree in the United States.
Although prior research does not identify the 1.25 generation, we do so because immigrants who come to the United States after completing high school overseas have much less exposure to American society during their developmental years. The 1.25 generation is less familiar with American culture and institutions and is disadvantaged in terms of Englishlanguage proficiency because they acquire English as a second (i.e., clearly non-native) language after adolescence. In contrast to the 1.5 generation, the 1.25 generation struggles Kim and Sakamoto 939 with acculturation issues for only a few years before entering the American job market. For these reasons, although they are not separately identified in prior research, we empirically investigate whether the 1.25 generation of Asian Americans is disadvantaged. In defining the 1.5 generation as foreignborn persons who attended and completed high school in the United States, our analysis is consistent with other studies (Portes and Rumbaut 2005) . Although Zeng and Xie's (2004) approach might suggest lumping together the 1.5 generation with the native born, we separate these groups in our analysis. As discussed earlier, individuals with immigrant parents tend to be high achievers. Takei and Sakamoto (2009) report that among native-born Asian American men in the labor force who are between 25 and 64 years, 71 percent are third generation (i.e., they have at least one parent who is native born). The third generation lacks the highly selective influences that may arise from having two immigrant parents, and several studies find evidence of a third-generation decline in Asian Americans' educational attainments ). Given this possibility of motivational or other systematic differences between the 1.5 generation and the native born, we do not merge these two groups.
Data and Variables
We use the 2003 National Survey of College Graduates (NSCG) (National Science Foundation 2010), which has not been considered in previous research on Asian Americans. The NSCG's sampling frame consists of everyone who answered in the 2000 U.S. Census that they had a bachelor's or some higher degree. The NSCG includes information on field of study as well as college type, which are typically pre-labor market characteristics to the extent that they refer to variables that were determined before the NSCG measure of earnings. 1 We restrict the sample to men age 25 to 64 years who were participating in the labor market. Due to space limitations as well as substantial gender differentials in fields of study (Davies and Guppy 1997; Roksa 2005; Xie and Goyette 2003) and earnings determination processes (McCall 2001; Petersen and Morgan 1995) , we simplify our analysis by limiting it to men in the labor force; this is consistent with the prior studies in this literature discussed earlier.
In using the NSCG, our analysis cannot investigate Asian American men who do not have a college degree. However, college graduates compose the majority of the Asian American male labor force. As discussed earlier, Asian Americans tend to overachieve in terms of educational attainment. About one-third of white male workers age 25 to 64 years have a bachelor's degree, but the corresponding figure for Asian American men is 54 percent.
2
Dependent variable. The dependent variable for our OLS regressions is the natural log of annual earnings in 2002. We use the log transformation because of the high degree of positive skew in the distribution of earnings.
Generational status in relation to place of education. As discussed earlier, we classify Asian Americans into four demographic groups depending on the level at which they entered the U.S. educational system. Our classification includes (1) first-generation Asian Americans (AA-1.0) who are foreign born and completed all of their schooling overseas; (2) 1.25-generation Asian Americans (AA-1.25) who obtained their highest degree in the United States but are foreign born and completed high school in a foreign country; (3) 1.5-generation Asian Americans (AA-1.5) who are foreign born but completed high school (and all higher levels of educational attainment) in the United States; and (4) native-born Asian Americans (AA-NB) who were born in the United States and completed all of their schooling in the United States. Our analysis includes only single-race Asian Americans because multi-race Asian Americans cannot be identified in the NSCG.
940
American Sociological Review 75 (6) Other demographic variables. Our models include age in years and its quadratic as control variables to account for the tendency for a curvilinear pattern in the growth of earnings, which is especially relevant for collegeeducated men. We include marital status because married men tend to have greater preferences for higher earnings (Johnson 2005 ). In some model specifications, we control for region of residence using eight dichotomous variables to indicate the nine standard regions defined by the U.S. Census.
Family background. The NSCG provides information on the level of schooling completed by each parent. Whether the effect of family background is entirely mediated through educational variables or instead has a direct effect on college-educated men's earnings in the twenty-first century remains to be ascertained. Highest degree. We classify level of highest education into four categories: bachelor's degree, master's degree, doctoral degree, and professional degree.
College type. The NSCG provides information on the Carnegie classification for the schools awarding respondents' highest degrees. Although the Carnegie classification does not directly measure college selectivity, the two are correlated. As Figure 1 in the Results section shows, for example, workers who graduated from Research University I schools have higher mean earnings. We indicate eight categories of college type (i.e., Research University I, Research University II, Doctorate Granting I, Doctorate Granting II, Comprehensive I, Comprehensive II, Liberal Arts I, and Liberal Arts II) by dichotomous variables in the regressions; ''other'' serves as the reference group.
Field of study. Using a series of dichotomous variables, the analysis identifies 31 different groups of major field of study for the highest degree completed (see Table S1 in the online supplement [http://asr.sagepub .com/supplemental]).
Occupation. Because occupation is essentially an endogenous variable (i.e., not a prelabor market characteristic like college type or age), we do not focus on it extensively. For exploratory purposes, some of the models include 38 dichotomous variables to indicate the two-digit occupational codes that are given in the NSCG. Because the NSCG was designed to study the employment of scientists and engineers, occupations relating to that segment of the labor force are overrepresented. Table S1 in the online supplement lists the occupational titles that are used.
Model Specifications
We estimate several different OLS regression models.
3 Our analysis first assesses to what extent the simpler specifications yield substantive conclusions that are similar to those reported in prior literature. We then add to the specification the independent variables that have not been previously investigated for Asian Americans (i.e., family background, college type, and field of study) to consider how the results are affected. Our objective is not to develop a theory of the detailed workings of labor market institutions per se, but to estimate the total effect of being Asian American net of productivityrelated characteristics and other variables that are largely pre-labor market characteristics (e.g., education). Native-born, singlerace, non-Hispanic white men are the reference group. This research strategy estimates the total consequences on earnings associated with being an Asian American minority. We do not include non-Hispanic white immigrants because of their extensive heterogeneity (Bratsberg and Ragan 2002) . Table 1 shows that this group is actually the largest (n = 2,453). Table 1 shows that all of these Asian American groups are more likely than whites to live in the Pacific region, which includes California and Hawaii. AA-1.0 are also slightly more likely than whites to live in the Northeast region, which includes New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. These two regions have higher cost-of-living expenses (e.g., housing). Asian Americans' greater likelihood to reside in areas with a higher cost of living has long been mentioned as a source of their socioeconomic disadvantage (Hirschman and Wong 1984) .
EMPIRICAL RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics
What has not been previously recognized, however, is the variety in the regional distribution of Asian Americans depending on their generational status (as we define it). As Table  1 shows, 63 percent of AA-NB live in the Pacific, but only 34 percent of AA-1.25 live there, which is closer to the 21 percent figure for whites. The index of dissimilarity between whites and AA-NB implied by the regional distributions in Table 1 is 42 percent, whereas the implied index of dissimilarity between whites and AA-1.25 is only 13 percent. For this reason, the index of dissimilarity between AA-NB and AA-1.25 is 29 percent (i.e., 42 percent minus 13 percent). AA-1.25's regional distribution is thus more similar to whites than to AA-NB. The figures in Table 1 imply a similar conclusion for AA-1.0 and AA-1.5, whose indexes of dissimilarity relative to whites are about 17 and 25 percent, respectively. Thus, AA-NB have the most distinctive regional distribution.
For descriptive purposes, we use an indicator of regional price differentials (Berry, Fording, and Hanson 2000) to compute earnings after making a cost-of-living adjustment (i.e., annual earnings-COLA). 4 We apply this adjustment at the level of the nine U.S. Census regions. As Table 1 shows, means for earnings are slightly higher than means for earnings-COLA for each of the demographic groups; this indicates that average earnings are not quite as high after accounting for regional cost differentials.
The NSCG includes information on the region where one attended high school. We compare this region with the region of current residence (using the nine U.S. Census standard regions). By definition, all AA-1.0 and AA-1.25 reside in the United States, which is a different region from where they attended high school (i.e., overseas). Table 1 also shows that, compared with 33 percent for whites, regional mobility is lower for AA-1.5 (27 percent) and AA-NB (23 percent).
Regarding educational attainment, Table 1 indicates that AA-NB, AA-1.5, and AA-1.25 are significantly more likely than whites to have graduated from a Research University I school. In particular, AA-NB are more likely than whites to have a professional degree (e.g., an MD), while the distribution for AA-1.25 is notable for its concentration of master's and PhD degrees. AA-1.5 are less likely than AA-NB to have a professional degree but are slightly more likely than whites. About two-thirds of AA-1.0 have only a bachelor's degree, although they are still slightly more likely than whites to have professional or PhD degrees. for foreign-born individuals (i.e., AA-1.5, AA-1.25, and AA-1.0). The most obvious patterns are the relatively high concentrations of Asian Indians, Filipinos, and Chinese among AA-1.0. Among AA-1.25, the relative proportions are about one-third for Chinese and for Asian Indians. Among AA-1.5, the ethnic distribution is somewhat more uniform across ethnicities, although there is a preponderance of Vietnamese and Chinese. Figure 1 illustrates some of the differences in mean earnings associated with various dimensions of educational attainment. Graduates of Research University I schools have higher annual earnings, and this mean differential is more than $10,000. Variation in mean earnings by highest educational level is also considerable, ranging from $66,709 for a bachelor's degree to $104,150 for a professional degree. In terms of field of study, the highest mean earnings is health/medical ($97,877), followed by science/engineering ($78,962), and then business (i.e., $76,635).
The lowest mean earnings is associated with degrees in education, arts, and humanities ($53,632) . Figure 2 illustrates differences in mean earnings by educational level and demographic group. At the bachelor's level, the most discernable differential is the lower mean earnings of AA-1.0. At the master's level, AA-1.0's mean earnings are closer to whites, but the mean earnings of AA-1.5 slightly exceeds whites. At the PhD level, the mean earnings of AA-1.5 clearly stands out above the others, while the mean earnings of AA-1.0 lags behind. Among men with a professional degree, AA-1.25 have higher mean earnings than whites, while AA-NB's mean earnings are lower than whites.
Multivariate Analysis
Basic regression models. regression models of log earnings. We estimated eight different model specifications. All models include dichotomous variables to indicate the different Asian American groups (i.e., AA-NB, AA-1.5, AA-1.25, and AA-1.0). Additional independent variables for Model 1 include the demographic variables (i.e., age, age squared, and marital status), educational level, and parents' education. The specification for Model 2 is identical to Model 1 except that Model 2 also controls for region. Given our theoretical focus on the net minority effect, Table 2 only reports coefficients for each of the different Asian American groups. Complete regression results for selected models are shown in Table S2 in the online supplement. Results for Models 1 and 2, as shown in Table 2 , are consistent with findings from prior research that consider similar model specifications (Sakamoto and Kim 2003; Xie and Goyette 2004; Zeng and Xie 2004) . For AA-NB, AA-1.5, and AA-1.25, no negative net disadvantage is evident. While coefficients for AA-NB are not statistically significant in Models 1 and 2, substantively large and statistically significant coefficients (indicating a positive net minority effect) are evident for AA-1.5. 5 We obtain Model 3 by adding field of study to the Model 1 specification. Model 3 estimates indicate that the major conclusion from prior research-that Asian Americans schooled in the United States do not face an earnings disadvantage-continues to hold for AA-NB and AA-1.5 after controlling for field of study. Estimates for these two groups in Model 3 do not reveal a statistically significant, negative coefficient, although the positive effect for AA-1.5 is reduced by more than half (i.e., only an 8 percent advantage remains). In addition, a significant negative coefficient is revealed for AA-1.25. Although none is apparent in Models 1 or 2, the coefficient for AA-1.25 in Model 3 indicates an 11 percent earnings disadvantage after controlling for field of study. 
Annual Earnings
White AA-NB AA-1.5 AA-1.25 AA-1.0
Figure 2. Mean Annual Salary among Men by Level of Education and Race/Generational Status
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We obtain Model 4 by adding college type to Model 1. Results are again consistent with prior research showing that Asian Americans who received their highest degree in the United States do not face an earnings disadvantage. Findings for Model 4 are more similar to those for Models 1 and 2 in that the coefficients for AA-NB, AA-1.5, and AA-1.25 are all non-negative. In contrast to Model 3, however, the net effect for AA-1.5 is not much reduced (relative to Model 1) by controlling for college type in Model 4. Although effects of college type are mostly statistically significant (see Table S2 in the online supplement), estimates for these models indicate that field of study is more substantively significant than college type in differentiating earnings of Asian American men relative to white men.
This conclusion is also apparent in results for Model 5, which includes controls for field of study and college type. Estimates for Model 5 are not very different from estimates for Model 3, which controls only for field of study. This latter variable, rather than college type, appears to be more important in affecting these racial differences.
Model 6 adds region to the Model 5 specification. Coefficients for each of the Asian American groups are slightly reduced. The coefficient for AA-1.25 is -.141 in Model 6 versus -.117 in Model 5. The positive advantage for AA-1.5 in Model 5 is no longer statistically significant in Model 6. Furthermore, in contrast to the major conclusion of prior research, AA-NB are disadvantaged after controlling for region, field of study, and college type. Zeng and Xie's (2004) analysis (which does not investigate field of study or college type) does not find any statistically significant negative effect for AA-NB, but Table 2 reports a disadvantage of 8 percent, which is statistically significant in Model 6.
Model 7 adds occupation to the Model 6 specification. As Table 2 shows, results for Model 7 indicate that controlling for occupation does not substantially affect our prior generalizations. If anything, estimated net minority effects in Model 7 are slightly closer to zero (i.e., relative to Model 6); this implies that Asian American groups are not disadvantaged relative to whites in occupational attainment. In summary, our findings from the basic model specifications replicate the major conclusion in this literature that native-and foreign-born Asian American men who received their highest degree in the United States do not face a systematic earnings disadvantage relative to comparable white men. However, when differentiating by immigration status in relation to U.S. educational attainment, and including field of study and college type as additional control variables, our analysis reveals several new findings. First, a net disadvantage for AA-1.25 is consistently evident after controlling for field of study. AA-1.25 are heavily concentrated in STEM but their earnings tend to lag behind measurably comparable whites. Second, AA-1.5's earnings advantage is fully explained by region, field of study, and college type. Third, after controlling for region, field of study, and college type, AA-NB have a net disadvantage of 8 percent.
Regression models by educational level. We also investigate models by educational level to explore interactions in the net minority effect. We estimate several models separately by the highest level of educational attainment. We also estimate models broken down separately by type of professional degree, including individuals with a medical/ health professional degree versus all other professional degrees. Table 3 shows these models on the lefthand side; their specifications parallel those in Table 2 . Model 5 controls for demographic variables, parents' education, field of study, and college type. Model 6 adds region to the Model 5 specification. Educational level is not indicated by covariates in any of these models because the regressions are estimated separately by educational level.
For AA-NB, results on the left-hand side of Table 3 do not show any statistically significant effect in any of the models. In Models 5 and 6, most of the coefficients for AA-NB are fairly small and are not significant at any conventional level. Overall, these more detailed results do not provide strong evidence that AA-NB are disadvantaged.
Regarding AA-1.5, their net positive effect tends to be larger at higher levels of educational attainment. In Model 5, the coefficient for AA-1.5 is not significant at the bachelor's level but is equal to .196 (i.e., a 22 percent earnings advantage) and is statistically significant at the PhD level. AA-1.5 with medical/health professional degrees also consistently have an earnings advantage. The one clear exception to this pattern of a generally increasing positive effect is that the coefficient for AA-1.5 is not statistically significant at the level of other professional degrees (i.e., law/legal or miscellaneous).
The left-hand side of Table 3 reveals substantial interactions in the net minority effect for AA-1.25. Model 5 indicates negative effects for AA-1.25 at the levels of bachelor's and master's degrees. By contrast, at the PhD and professional degree levels, coefficients for AA-1.25 are not statistically significant in Model 5. AA-1.25 with medical/health professional degrees are actually advantaged by almost 16 percent.
As the left-hand side of Table 3 shows, interactions are also evident for AA-1.0, although the coefficients do not change sign. In Model 5, the coefficient for AA-1.0 is 2.283 at the bachelor's level, but it is reduced to 2.132 at the PhD level. Having a medical/ health professional degree is the one level of education where AA-1.0 is not significant.
Regression models by field of study. The right-hand side of Table 3 shows estimated regressions broken down by broad categories of field of study. Model 5 controls for demographic variables, educational level, parents' education, (detailed) field of study, and college type. Model 6 includes all of the covariates in Model 5 plus region. 
Kim and Sakamoto 947
Prof. Degree Holder
As the right-hand side of Table 3 shows, results for AA-NB are almost all nonsignificant. The one statistically significant result for AA-NB is for social science/business in Model 6 (2.155) (although this effect is not significant when not controlling for region in Model 5). For AA-1.5, results for both models consistently indicate a positive earnings advantage in the health/medical field but not in the other two STEM areas (e.g., computer science, math, engineering, and natural science) or in social science/business. Surprisingly, AA-1.5 are advantaged in the other category, which consists mainly of arts and humanities majors (perhaps because the few AA-1.5 who do major in non-STEM areas are very highly selective).
Other results indicate that AA-1.25 are somewhat disadvantaged in computer science, math, and engineering, as well as in natural science, despite their high concentration in these two STEM majors. AA-1.25 appear to be disadvantaged in social science/business but not in health/medical. Coefficients for AA-1.25 are highly negative for the other category but are not statistically significant. As for AA-1.0, they tend to be consistently disadvantaged across all categories of field of study in both of the models shown in the right-hand side of Table 3 . Earlier, we noted that the lefthand side of Table 3 reports that having a medical/health professional degree ameliorates AA-1.0's earnings disadvantage, but the right-hand side suggests that having a medical/health major is less effective in doing so.
Regression models by Asian ethnic group. Table 4 shows regression results for selected models after breaking down the Asian American category into particular ethnic subgroups based on country of birth. This procedure is not applicable to AA-NB, who are thus excluded from this part of the analysis. We collapse ethnic groups with sample sizes too small for multivariate analysis into the ''Other Asians'' category.
For AA-1.5, results in Table 4 do not show any negative coefficients that are statistically significant for any of the groups. Instead, two groups tend to have significant positive advantages (i.e., Indians and Koreans) even after controlling for field of study, college type, and region in Model 6. Two other ethnic groups (i.e., Chinese and Vietnamese) have positive net effects in Model 2, but these are explained away by controlling for field of study and college type in Model 5. These findings indicate that our earlier conclusions regarding the net advantage of AA-1.5 as a whole group (see Model 5 in Table 2 ) appear to be limited to Indians and Koreans.
Based on Table 2 , we concluded that AA-1.25, as a group, are disadvantaged after controlling for field of study and college type (see Model 5). Results for Model 5 in Table 4 indicate that this conclusion holds for Chinese, Koreans, and Other Asians but not for Indians, Filipinos, and Vietnamese. The negative effect for Vietnamese becomes significant in Model 6, however, after controlling for region.
Regarding AA-1.0, we concluded that this group consistently faces an earnings disadvantage throughout all of the model specifications (see Table 2 ). Results in Table 4 tend to be consistent with this conclusion and further indicate that the negative effects are especially large for Chinese and Filipinos but somewhat smaller for Indians and Other Asians. Japanese are the one group that stands out from our earlier conclusion; the coefficient for Japanese is not statistically significant in the models except for the most basic specification (i.e., Model 1) where the effect is actually positive. Previous studies have found an earnings advantage for Japanese and suggest it derives from many Japanese companies' practice of sending managers to reside temporarily in the United States to handle U.S. branch offices (Sakamoto and Xie 2006) .
Effects of other variables on earnings.
Our discussion has focused on net minority effects, but other findings are evident in the complete regression results (see Table S2 in the online supplement). First, there are some Kim and Sakamoto 949 Summary of generational differences. Results indicate that no negative effects for native-born Asian Americans (AA-NB) are apparent before controlling for region. No earnings disadvantage is evident for nativeborn Asian Americans if region is considered an endogenous variable. After controlling for field of study, college type, and region (see Model 6), however, the coefficient for native-born Asian Americans is statistically significant and negative. If current region of residence is considered an exogenous variable, native-born Asian American men are disadvantaged by having 8 percent lower earnings than measurably comparable white men.
By contrast, results for 1.5-generation Asian Americans (AA-1.5) are straightforward because none of their coefficients are ever negative and statistically significant. In the basic model specifications, 1.5-generation Asian American men tend to be advantaged over white men, but this positive effect is statistically explained by field of study, college type, and region. This pattern is also evident in ethnic-specific results (except that Asian Indians' and Koreans' positive advantages are more statistically persistent).
Regarding 1.25-generation Asian Americans (AA-1.25), our analysis indicates that this previously unidentified group is disadvantaged by 11 percent after controlling for field of study. Broken down by educational level and controlling for field of study and college type, the coefficient for 1.25-generation Asian Americans varies considerably, ranging from quite negative at the bachelor's level to quite positive at the medical/health professional degree level. By field of study, however, no obvious pattern emerges except that 1.25-generation Asian Americans tend to be disadvantaged across most areas (with the exception of health/medical).
Results for first-generation Asian Americans (AA-1.0) show that they have the largest earnings disadvantage; this is consistently apparent throughout almost all of our results, including by educational level and field of study. The only first-generation Asian Americans without a statistically significant negative effect are those with degrees, particularly professional degrees, in the health/medical area. Also, as mentioned earlier, first-generation Japanese men are not disadvantaged relative to white men.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
Our underlying theoretical concern is to assess the extent of racial discrimination against Asian American men in the labor market. Given this research objective, we estimated the total net effect of being Asian American in the labor market (i.e., the earnings difference between white and Asian American men who are otherwise identical in terms of pre-labor market independent variables). We do not focus on unconditional earnings differentials (i.e., without controlling for covariates), although they might be more fully considered in future research focused on assimilation trajectories or racial differentials in overall economic well-being.
Our analysis extends the methodological approaches of previous research. Our results generally confirm the importance of Hirschman and Wong's (1984) over-education view. Descriptive statistics from Table 1 show that Asian American men continue to overachieve in educational attainment, not only in terms of educational level, but also in regard to field of study and college type. The increasing importance of educational level in explaining inequality is evident in prior studies, and our results further underscore the additional effects of field of study and college type on earnings. Because Asian Americans overachieve in these latter dimensions of educational attainment, controlling for them in the regressions yields estimates of the net minority effect that are more informative in regard to the issue of racial discrimination in the labor market.
Our findings also confirm the significance of the demographic heterogeneity view. We extend this approach by breaking down generational status by educational attainment, in relation to the U.S. educational system, to derive a typology consisting of native-born Asian American men (AA-NB), 1.5-generation Asian American men (AA-1.5), 1.25-generation Asian American men (AA-1.25), and first-generation Asian American men (AA-1.0). Results demonstrate the analytic value of this classification for understanding earnings inequalities. These groups often differ in terms of important independent variables (e.g., age, educational level, college type, field of study, and region) and their net effects on earnings.
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Is Race Significant for Asian American Men's Earnings?
Have Asian American men reached earnings parity with whites? More specifically, do college-educated Asian American men face a systematic earnings disadvantage due to racial discrimination in the labor market, net of pre-labor market characteristics? Our results indicate that the answer to this question is complicated by notable variation by generational status. According to Zeng and Xie (2004) , non-immigrant Asian Americans (i.e., native-born and 1.5-generation) provide the best case for examining racial discrimination because their pre-labor market characteristics are more readily comparable to whites. That is, Asian Americans who are reared and schooled in the United States are not immediately disadvantaged by immigrant characteristics that could make them less competitive or at least not directly comparable to whites (e.g., foreign educational credentials, reduced work experience in the United States, disadvantaged English-language skills, more limited social networks, imperfect understanding of U.S. labor market institutions, and possible cultural differences).
Because our results consistently indicate that 1.5-generation Asian Americans do not face a minority disadvantage, earnings for this group do not appear to be significantly hampered by racial discrimination. 1.5-generation Asian American men are the one group in our analysis for whom racial parity with white men seems undoubtedly to have been achieved. Rather than facing a racial disadvantage, 1.5-generation Asian American men are much more likely than white men to major in lucrative STEM fields of study and to obtain earnings that are at least as large, on average, as white men who are identical on the measured covariates. By contrast, Sakamoto, Woo, and Kim (2010) find that 1.5-generation African American men remain significantly disadvantaged relative to the wages of native-born white men net of educational level and demographic controls. Do native-born Asian Americans, who do not necessarily have immigrant parents, face a minority disadvantage? When region is treated as exogenous along with the other educational and demographic control variables, native-born Asian American men have an 8 percent earnings disadvantage relative to measurably comparable white men. We tentatively interpret this result as indicating that native-born Asian American men still lag slightly behind white men with respect to full labor market parity. This disadvantage
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American Sociological Review 75(6) may reflect lingering racial prejudice or the legacy of prior discrimination faced by older cohorts. A case can be made that region is endogenous for college-educated workers and should not be treated as an exogenous variable to control for in OLS regressions ). Under this assumption, excluding region from our models yields results that indicate full parity between native-born Asian American men and white men (see discussion in regard to Table 2 ). This conclusion would be consistent with the lack of systematic negative coefficients for native-born Asian Americans when the regressions are broken down by field of study or educational level in Table 3 . These findings imply that nativeborn Asian Americans' disadvantage is intrinsically associated with region of residence, not with pervasive racism in labor market processes.
We do not specifically model region as being endogenous, but we follow conventional practice in this literature and control for region as an exogenous independent variable. Nonetheless, we recognize that this issue warrants further research using a different methodology.
7 As is evident in Table 1 , native-born Asian American men are more similar to white men (than are 1.25-or firstgeneration Asian American men) in terms of field of study but not in terms of region. That is, native-born Asian American men lag behind in terms of spatial assimilation. In summary, a continuing racial disadvantage of 8 percent for native-born Asian American men implies their lack of full parity with white men, and this disadvantage is associated with the distinctive regional distribution of native-born Asian Americans. 
Implications for Theories of Racial and Ethnic Inequalities
Our findings suggest the relevance of the racialized hierarchy view, the demographic heterogeneity approach, and assimilation theory. The racialized hierarchy view, however, is perhaps least supported. Contrary to its prediction, 1.5-generation Asian Americans do not encounter substantial racial discrimination in the labor market, despite being obviously identifiable non-white minorities. While 1.25-and first-generation Asian Americans are disadvantaged in terms of earnings, future research using more detailed data on immigrant characteristics is needed before these disadvantages may be confidently attributed to race rather than to being non-native workers. To be more clearly applicable to understanding native-born Asian Americans' earnings disadvantage, the racialized hierarchy view must be more explicitly related to the issue of regional distribution.
Nonetheless, the racialized hierarchy view may help explain the minority disadvantage for 1.25-generation Asian Americans. Evidence from an experimental audit study suggests there may be significant racial bias against 1.25-generation Asian Americans (Oreopoulos 2009 ). First-generation Asian Americans' large disadvantage might also be illuminated by the racialized hierarchy view if statistical discrimination processes operate for particular, readily-perceived ethnic groups (Pager, Western, and Bonikowski 2009) .
Overall, our results strongly support the demographic heterogeneity approach. Wide differences are undeniable in regard to the processes determining the earnings of nativeborn, 1.5-generation, 1.25-generation, and first-generation Asian Americans. Aggregating all Asian Americans together would yield statistical results that depend on the relative proportions among these generational groups. Table 4 shows important generational differences within specific Asian ethnic groups (except for native-born Asian Americans, whose ethnicity is not identified in our data). Indeed, results for our most pertinent models reveal that between-ethnic differentials for a particular generation are often much smaller than within-ethnic generational differentials.
Unfortunately, English-language and other immigrant-related variables are not included in the 2003 NSCG, so our results cannot identify the extent to which racial bias per se (as expected by the racialized hierarchy view) plays a role in the earnings disadvantage of 1.25-and first-generation Asian Americans. These groups are extremely diverse and warrant further research including, for example, variability by visa status (Hao 2010) . Some first-generation Asian Americans are admitted to the United States because of political or family reunification considerations, while others are admitted because of occupational qualifications (Min 1995) . These factors may play a role for 1.25-generation Asian Americans, but their entry to the United States is more often via admission to an American university (e.g., for graduate studies), implying a high degree of academic selectivity. Furthermore, all of these factors may vary to some degree across cohorts as immigration standards and processes change over time. Future research investigating 1.25-and first-generation Asian Americans' various detailed sources of labor market disadvantages would be a logical extension of the demographic heterogeneity approach.
Our findings also suggest the importance of assimilation theories. The classical assimilation perspective is consistent with our finding that the largest minority disadvantage is associated with first-generation Asian Americans, the most foreign group. The next largest minority disadvantage is for 1.25-generation Asian Americans, who are intermediate between first-generation Asian Americans and Asian Americans who were raised and schooled primarily in the United States (i.e., 1.5-and nativeborn Asian Americans). The differentials between first-and 1.25-generation Asian Americans versus Asian Americans who were schooled primarily in the United States are consistent with the classical assimilation perspective, which assumes that first-and 1.25-generation Asian Americans will have more immigrant disadvantages. The lower estimated disadvantages for first-and 1.25-generation Asian American ethnic groups that tend to have greater experience with English (i.e., Asian Indians and Filipinos [see Table 4 ]) are also explicable in terms of classical assimilation theory.
The segmented assimilation view seems to be most consistent with our finding that 1.5-generation Asian Americans are advantaged over native-born Asian Americans in terms of avoiding any earnings disadvantage relative to whites. 1.5-generation Asian Americans are also more successful than native-born Asian Americans and whites in avoiding less financially lucrative fields of study. By contrast, the racialized hierarchy view and the demographic heterogeneity approach are more focused on explaining minorities' and immigrants' disadvantages rather than on how they may actually be more successful in the labor market.
In conclusion, although Snipp and Hirschman (2005:114) state that ''America is still a very long way from the ideal of a colorblind society,'' we find that labor market parity for 1.5-generation Asian American men has been achieved, and that native-born Asian American men lag behind by about 8 percent, which is associated with a distinctive regional distribution. This 8 percent earnings disadvantage is much closer to zero than are the substantial earnings disadvantages that were obvious and pervasive for native-born Asian American men in the pre-Civil Rights era Sakamoto and Kim 2003; Sakamoto et al. 2000) . While our results do not show the complete absence of racial discrimination at the group level for nonimmigrant Asian American men, notable progress has been made toward the declining significance of race for this group.
